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(4) extends warm congratulations and best
wishes to the people of Israel as they cele-
brate the 58th anniversary of the independ-
ence of Israel.

———

SENATE RESOLUTION 464—DESIG-
NATING JUNE 7, 2006, AS ‘“NA-
TIONAL HUNGER AWARENESS
DAY,” AND AUTHORIZING THE
SENATE OFFICES OF SENATORS
GORDON H. SMITH, BLANCHE L.
LINCOLN, ELIZABETH DOLE, AND
RICHARD J. DURBIN TO COLLECT
DONATIONS OF FOOD DURING
THE PERIOD BEGINNING MAY 8,
2006, AND ENDING JUNE 7, 2006,
FROM CONCERNED MEMBERS OF
CONGRESS AND STAFF TO AS-
SIST FAMILIES SUFFERING
FROM HUNGER AND FOOD INSE-
CURITY IN THE WASHINGTON,
D.C., METROPOLITAN AREA

Mr. SMITH (for himself, Mrs. LIN-
COLN, Mrs. DOLE, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. KOHL, Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG, and Mr. WYDEN) submitted the
following resolution; which was consid-
ered and agreed to:

S. RES. 464

Whereas food insecurity and hunger are a
fact of life for millions of low-income citi-
zens of the United States and can produce
physical, mental, and social impairments;

Whereas recent data published by the De-
partment of Agriculture show that almost
38,200,000 people in the United States live in
households experiencing hunger or food inse-
curity;

Whereas the problem of hunger and food
insecurity can be found in rural, suburban,
and urban portions of the United States,
touching nearly every community of the Na-
tion;

Whereas, although substantial progress has
been made in reducing the incidence of hun-
ger and food insecurity in the United States,
certain groups remain vulnerable to hunger
and the negative effects of food deprivation,
including the working poor, the elderly,
homeless people, children, migrant workers,
and Native Americans;

Whereas the people of the United States
have a long tradition of providing food as-
sistance to hungry people through acts of
private generosity and public support pro-
grams;

Whereas the Federal Government provides
essential nutritional support to millions of
low-income people through numerous Fed-
eral food assistance programs, including—

(1) the federal food stamp program, as es-
tablished by the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.);

(2) child nutrition programs; and

(3) food donation programs;

Whereas there is a growing awareness of
the important public and private partnership
role that community-based organizations,
institutions of faith, and charities provide in
assisting hungry and food-insecure people;

Whereas more than 50,000 local commu-
nity-based organizations rely on the support
and efforts of more than 1,000,000 volunteers
to provide food assistance and services to
millions of vulnerable people;

Whereas a diverse group of organizations
have documented substantial increases in re-
quests for emergency food assistance during
the last year; and

Whereas all citizens of the United States
can help participate in hunger relief efforts
in their communities by—

(1) donating food and money;

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

(2) volunteering; and

(3) supporting public policies aimed at re-
ducing hunger: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) designates June 7, 2006, as ‘‘National
Hunger Awareness Day’’;

(2) calls on the people of the United States
to observe National Hunger Awareness Day
with—

(A) appropriate ceremonies, volunteer ac-
tivities, and other support for local anti-hun-
ger advocacy efforts and hunger relief char-
ities, including food banks, food rescue orga-
nizations, food pantries, soup kitchens, and
emergency shelters; and

(B) the continued support of programs and
public policies that reduce hunger and food
insecurity in the United States; and

(3) authorizes the offices of Senators Gor-
don H. Smith, Blanche L. Lincoln, Elizabeth
Dole, and Richard J. Durbin to collect dona-
tions of food during the period beginning
May 8, 2006, and ending June 7, 2006, from
concerned Members of Congress and staff to
assist families suffering from hunger and
food insecurity in the Washington, D.C.,
metropolitan area.

——
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 93—EXPRESSING THE
SENSE OF CONGRESS WITH RE-

SPECT TO ACCOMPLISHING THE
MISSION IN IRAQ

Mr. HARKIN submitted the following
concurrent resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations:

S. CoN. RES. 93

Whereas the members of the United States
Armed Forces have served honorably and
courageously in Iraq;

Whereas Congress and the people of the
United States owe a debt of gratitude to
those members of the Armed Forces who
have died fighting for their country; and

Whereas Iraq will have established a free
and democratic government once it com-
pletes its constitution-making process: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress that—

(1) the United States should not maintain
a permanent military presence or military
bases in Iraq;

(2) the United States should not attempt to
control the flow of Iraqi oil; and

(3) United States Armed Forces should be
redeployed from Iraq as soon as practicable
after the completion of Iraq’s constitution-
making process or December 31, 2006, which-
ever occurs first.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, Monday,
May 1, marked the 3rd anniversary of
President Bush’s speech on the flight
deck of the USS Abraham Lincoln. On
that occasion, with a giant banner be-
hind him proclaiming ‘“‘Mission Accom-
plished,” the President said trium-
phantly that ‘‘major combat oper-
ations in Iraq have ended.” But, 3 years
later, 133,000 troops remain on the
ground, and’ the President has signaled
that the U.S. military occupation in
Iraq is open-ended and of indefinite du-
ration.

This has given rise to suspicions that
the United States has long-term de-
signs on Iraq and its oil. And it has de-
prived the Iraqi government of incen-
tive to resolve its internal divisions
and stand on its own feet. With the war
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in Iraq now in its 4th year, it is clear
that the President’s course is not a
strategy for success; it is a strategy for
continued stalemate and stagnation.

It is time to chart new course. To
that end, today, I am offering a concur-
rent resolution that does three things:
1. It states that ‘‘the United States
should not maintain a permanent mili-
tary presence or military bases in Iraq.
2. It states that ‘‘the United States
should not attempt to control the flow
of Iraqi oil. And 3. It states that the
““United States Armed Forces should be
redeployed from Iraq as soon as prac-
ticable after the completion of Iraq’s
constitution-making process or Decem-
ber 31, 2006, whichever comes first.” A
companion to this concurrent resolu-
tion has been offered in the other body
by Representative MIKE THOMPSON of
California.

The capable and courageous men and
women of our Armed Forces have com-
pleted the tasks they were sent to Iraq
to accomplish: Saddam Hussein’s dicta-
torship has been deposed; we are cer-
tain that Irag does not possess weapons
of mass destruction; and the Iraqi peo-
ple have a constitution and a demo-
cratically elected government. To our
troops’ great credit, they have
achieved these things despite a series
of disastrous decisions by their civilian
leaders in Washington.

Today, the question is: Why are U.S.
forces still in Iraq? Our commanders
have acknowledged that Iraq’s remain-
ing challenges cannot be resolved by
the U.S. military, as they are mostly
political. As GEN John Abizaid, head of
U.S. Central Command, said recently,
the situation in Iraq is ‘‘changing in its
nature from insurgency toward sec-
tarian violence”—I would. add, with
U.S. troops caught in the crossfire.

Given these realities, President
Bush’s call to ‘“‘stay the course’” is a
slogan, not a strategy. for success. In-
deed, I fear that ‘‘stay the course”
really means ‘‘stay forever,” and this
sends exactly the wrong message. It
stokes the insurgents, who believe that
the U.S. wants a permanent military
presence in Iraq. And it takes away
any incentive for the Iraqi government
to resolve its internal divisions and
stand on its own feet.

As GEN George Casey, our com-
mander in Iraq, told the Senate last
September, ‘‘Increased coalition pres-
ence feeds the notion of occupation,
contributes to the dependency of Iraqi
security forces on the coalition, [and]
extends the amount of time that it will
take for Iraqi security forces to become
self-reliant.”

BG Donald Alston, the chief U.S.
military spokesman in Iraq, put it this
way: ‘I think the more accurate way
to approach this right now is to con-
cede that . .. this insurgency is not
going to be settled . . . through mili-
tary options or military operations.
It’s going to be settled in the political
process.”

I would add that the Iraqi people also
believe that a redeployment of U.S.
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forces would give a boost to political
progress. According to a recent poll
conducted by the University of Mary-
land, more than 80 percent of Iraqis
want U.S. forces to leave Iraq. When
asked what the impact of a withdrawal
of U.S. troops would be, large majori-
ties of Iraqis believe that insurgent at-
tacks will decrease, sectarian violence
will decline, and the sectarian factions
in parliament will be more willing to
cooperate.

We all hope that the Sunni, Shiite,
and Kurdish leaders are sincere in their
stated desire to avoid an all-out civil
war. Last week, they agreed on a new
prime minister, Nuri Kamal al-Maliki.
And Mr. al-Maliki has pledged to an-
nounce a national-unity cabinet as
quickly as possible. As President Bush
said on Monday, the creation of a new
Iraqi government is ‘“‘a turning point.”
We hope that is the case. But whether
or not Mr. al-Maliki makes good on his
pledges, it is certainly time for a turn-
ing point in U.S. policy in Iraq.

The remainder of the year 2006 must
be a period of transition to full Iraqi
sovereignty, with the goal of deploying
U.S. forces out of Iraq by the end of
this calendar year. It is time to hand
off security responsibilities to the Iraqi
army and police, and to redeploy our
U.S. armed forces from Iraq by Dec. 31.

This strategic redeployment must in-
volve converting our vast military
presence on the ground in Iraq to a
quick-reaction force staged in coun-
tries bordering Irag—countries that
share our interest in a stable Iraq and
view our military presence in the re-
gion as a stabilizing force. This force
could be used to respond to threats to
our national security in Iraq or else-
where. I believe the vast number of Na-
tional Guard units should be rede-
ployed to their states to shore up gaps
and vulnerabilities in our own home-
land security.

I would expect that, as our troops
withdraw from Iraq, this would free up
U.S. forces to combat the resurgence of
the Taliban in Afghanistan. Other
troops would be available to help re-
spond to emerging terrorist threats in
countries such as Somalia, Sudan, and
Yemen, which threaten to become
major breeding grounds for terrorists.

At the same time that we are rede-
ploying our Armed Forces, we need to
foster sustained diplomatic engage-
ment—working with Middle Eastern
nations—to facilitate rival Iraqi fac-
tions in reaching a political settle-
ment. Iraq’s neighbors have a profound
stake in its stability, but they cur-
rently have no incentive to get in-
volved. Once it is clear that the U.S. is
leaving, those nations will be highly
motivated to broker a deal within Iraq.

Some say that the U.S. forces in Iraq
are the only thing that stands between
the Sunnis and Shiites, and all-out
civil war. I disagree. It is the ongoing
presence of U.S. forces—and the pros-
pect that we will be in Iraq as a baby-
sitter for years to come—that has de-
layed progress on the political front. It
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allowed Iraqi leaders to quarrel and
dither for more than four months be-
fore finally choosing an acceptable
prime minister.

In addition, our continuing pres-
ence—in fact, our apparently growing
presence in Irag—is a propaganda vic-
tory and recruiting tool for the insur-
gency in Iraq, and for Islamic extrem-
ists around the world. The insurgents
and jihadists are strengthened by the
overwhelming perception among Iraqis
that the United States military is an
occupying force, that we are building
what appear to be permanent bases,
and that our continuing presence in
Iraq is all about oil.

Meanwhile, the Congressional Re-
search Service reports that we are now
spending $6.4 billion a month in Iragq—
up sharply from last year. Including
funds committed by the emergency
supplemental bill currently being de-
bated in the Senate, we have spent a
grand total of $320 billion in Iraq. More
than 2,400 American troops have been
killed, and nearly 18,000 have been
wounded. We are in the process of
building a gigantic new U.S. embassy
in Baghdad that will span 104 acres, the
size of nearly 80 football fields. This
does not look like a U.S. mission that
plans on winding down or relinquishing
its grip on Iraq. To the contrary, it is
easy to see how ordinary Iraqis view
this as the behavior of a conquering
power that has no intention of leaving.
And this perception continues to give
powerful fuel to the insurgency.

There is another important reason
for redeploying our forces from Iraq.
Iraq did not attack us on 9/11, nor did
Saddam Hussein’s government have
any operational links to al Qaeda. By
preemptively attacking Iraq, we com-
mitted a major strategic error in the
larger war on terror. Simply put: We
took our eyes off the ball. We diverted
our military and intelligence resources
away from Afghanistan, away from the
hunt for Osama Bin Laden. And the
consequences are plain to see. It is no
coincidence that, today, the Taliban is
resurgent in Afghanistan. Nor is it a
coincidence that Bin Laden is still at
large, still directing al Qaeda oper-
ations, still threatening us.

Indeed, by invading Iraq and getting
bogged down in a guerilla war, there,
the United States has given a huge gift
to Bin Laden and al Qaeda. Not only
has it taken the heat off of the terror-
ists who attacked us on 9/11, it has
given them a propaganda victory and,
as I said, a major recruiting tool. The
sooner we acknowledge this strategic
blunder and take steps to reverse it,
the sooner we redeploy our military
and strategic assets to confront our
real enemies, the better off we will be.

This resolution is not only about the
future of Iraq as a sovereign, inde-
pendent nation; it is also about the
unity and security of the American
people. This misbegotten, misguided,
mismanaged war is dividing our nation
and distracting our government from
urgent priorities, including health
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care, education, law enforcement, and,
yes, a smarter approach to the very
real terrorist threats of today and to-
morrow.

The men and women of our Armed
Forces have sacrificed greatly. It is
time to allow the political process to
go forward, and to demand that Iraq’s
new leaders take responsibility for
their country’s future. And it is time
to bring home as many troops as pos-
sible, consistent with force-protection
requirements, and to redeploy as many
as necessary to successfully pursue Bin
Laden and al Qaeda, and to protect our
vital interests around the world.

President Bush tells us to be patient.
He says we will succeed in Iraq. He
says Iraq will become a flourishing de-
mocracy that will spread the flame of
freedom across the entire Middle East.
But, with due respect to President
Bush, Vice President CHENEY, and De-
fense Secretary Rumsfeld, they have
been consistently wrong—disastrously
wrong—in their predictions with regard
to Iraq. Before the invasion, Vice
President Cheney said that Iraq had
“‘reconstituted nuclear weapons.”’” Sec-
retary Rumsfeld said he knew exactly
where Saddam was storing his weapons
of mass destruction. As I noted, 3 long
years ago, President Bush said that
major combat operations were over,
mission accomplished. They assured us
that the war would be self-financed
thanks to Iraq’s oil (in fact, Iraqi oil
production has declined by 700,000 bar-
rels a day since the invasion). They
said, a year ago, that the insurgency
was ‘“‘in its last throes.” I could go on
and on with this litany of false asser-
tions—some would call them lies—and
predictions that turned out to be 100
percent wrong.

So, at this point, President Bush has
not only spent his political capital, he
has squandered the last shred of his
credibility when it comes to Iraq. Spe-
cifically with regard to America’s de-
parture from Iraq, President Bush has
it backwards. He says that our army
will stand down only as the Iraqi army
stands up. The truth is that the Iraqi
army—and government—will stand up
only when it is clear that the American
military is committed to standing
down by the end of this year. We can
send that message loudly and clearly
by passing this-concurrent resolution. I
urge my colleagues to support this
measure.

NOTICES OF HEARINGS/MEETINGS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS AND FORESTS

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I would
like to announce for the information of
the Senate and the public that a hear-
ing has been scheduled before the Sub-
committee on Public Lands and For-
ests of the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

The hearing will be held on Wednes-
day, May 10, at 2:30 p.m. in room SD-
366 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing.

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on the following bills:
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